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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


[No. 25] 


FULL COMMITTEE HEARING ON H. R. 5832, H. R. 5186, H. R. 4144, 
AND MISCELLANEOUS REAL-ESTATE PROJECTS 


Hovse or RepresENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D. C.. Tuesday, April 9, 1957. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Overton Brooks, chairman of 
the committee, presiding. 

Mr. Brooks. The committee will come to order. 

‘Vhe Chairman, Mr. Vinson, is at the White House at an important 
meeting, and he asked me to preside this morning. We have a 
brief session and several important bills coming from two subcom- 
mittees this morning. ~ We can-dispose of those. 

Mr. Smart has a letter from the Secretary of Defense, Secretary 
Charles Wilson, to read. 

Mr. Smart (reading) : 

Mr. Chairman, Secretary Wilson has requested me to invite members of 
your committee to witness a forthcoming atomic test which will be conducted 


at the Nevada test cite, about 60 miles north of Las Vegas, Ney., during the 
period of May-September 1957. 


That inclusive date has been published in the press. 


The letter goes on and states four specific dates which I can’t 
state in open session, but will be glad to give any of the members 
whenever they wish. 

In the event that you desire to appoint observers from your committee, would 
you be so kind as to advise me of those members whom you have appointed to 
go, with the dates of the tests which they desire to witness? 

Sincerely, 
GENERAL HAvucK. 

It has been the policy of the chairman in the past to designate any 
members of the committee who desire to go. So if the members will 
merely let me know, I will be glad to prepare the proper corres- 
pondence. 

Mr. Mitier. Mr, Chairman— 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Miller—— 

Mr. Mutyer. Do we all have to go out. as a party ¢ 

Mr. Smarr. No. 

Mr. Mituer. Do we have to get together, or can we go individually ¢ 

Mr. Smart. There are limited numbers, as I understand it, who 
can be accommodated at any one firing. 

It. has been the experience in the past that the committee did not 
go as a group but purely as individual members. 

Mr. Brooks. All interested will contact Mr. Smart and the chair- 
man of the full committee. 

Now, we have a report here from Subcommittee No, 2. That is 
the committee presided over by Mr. Paul Kilday, of Texas. Mr. Kil- 
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day, you have H. R. 5832, a bill to ine rease retired annuities of ¢ ‘ivilian 
members of the teaching staff of the Naval Academy and the Naval 
Postgraduate School. 

Mr. Kilday. 

Mr. Kinpay. Mr. Chairman, as you stated, the purpose of this bill 
is to give to certain civilian members of the teaching staffs of the 
Naval Academy and the Naval Postgraduate School who were retired 
prior to October 1, 1956, and to their survivors, the same increases 
in their retirement annuities as was given to employees retired under 
the Civil Service Retirement Act and their survivors under Public 
Law 369 of the 84th Congress. 

All the present members of the teac ‘hing staffs of the Naval Academy 
and Naval Postgraduate School were brought into the Civil Service 
Retirement Act on October 1, 1956. However, those persons whe were 
on the retired list on Otcober 1, 1956, were not tr suite ‘red to the civil 
service retired list and thus they continue to receive their retirement 
annuities under the old law which is based on the act of January 16, 
1936, as amended. Under the act, the civilian teaching members were 
required to carry a deferred annuity policy with a private insurance 
carrier, a portion of which was paid by the Government, and a portion 
by the individual. 

Under the act, civilian teaching members were required to carry a 
deferred annuity policy with a private insurance carrier, a portion of 
which was paid by the Government and a portion by the individual. 

On August 11, 1955, civilian members then on the retired list were 
given a cost-of-living increase comparable to the increases given to 
civil service retirees in 1948 and 1952. However, this benefit was 
only applicable to 10 retired faculty members because no person re- 
ceiving an annuity of $2,660 annually was permitted to benefit by-that 
act. However, other civil service retirees were allowed to increase 
their annuities up to as much as $4,104 annually by another law en- 
acted the same day. 

Thus the purpose of the the proposed legislation is to provide in- 
creases in the annuities of retired civilian members of the teaching 
staffs of the Naval Academy and the Naval Postgraduate School, pro- 
vided that the mcreases shall not exceed the sum necessary to increase 
the annuity to $4,104 annually. 

If enacted, 22 retired civilian faculty members and 3 widows will 
receive benefits out of the total of 28 civilian faculty members and 
3 widows who are now receiving annuities. 

The bill also contains a provision which allows these individuals-to 
receive the benefits of any increases which may hereafter be enacted 
for persons retired under the Civil Service Retirement Act and their 
survivors. 

The estimated cost of the poposal for the first year is $6,858.20, which 
will decease annually as the annuitants leave the list. 

This bill is a partof the Department of Defense legislative program 
for 1957, and its enactment is recommended by the Department of 
Defense, and the Bureau of the Budget. interposes no objection. 

There is a minor technical eee on page 3, line 1. Before 
the word “Postgraduate” add the word “Naval.” 

The subcommittee unanimously recommends enactment of this 
rieasure. 





1139 


Mr. Brooks. What will that cost, Mr. Kilday ¢ 

Mr. Kitpay. Well, the first year 36 5898.20, and of course each yea 
it will decrease as they leave the rolls. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Kilday moves that the recommendation of the 
subcommittee to approve the bill be adopted by the full committee. 
Any discussion ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. If not, all in favor make it known by saying “Aye.” 
All opposed. The bill is approved by the full committee. Mr. Kil- 
day, if you will contact the chairman of the full committee, Mr. Vin- 
son, I am sure he will want you to present it to the Congress. 

The next bill, Mr. Kilday. 

Mr. Kuzwoay. H. R. 5186. The purpose of the proposed legislation 
is to permit the retention on active duty of two WAC Regular Army 
warrant officers who were on the active list at the time the Warrant 
Officer Act was enacted but who under the law will attain the age of 
60 before completing 20 years of active duty. At the time they were 
appointed as warrant officers the the law permitted their retention 
until age 64, if necessary. When the Warrant Officer Act was enacted 
it was not believed that any woman warrant officer would be affected 
so that no savings provisions were made applicable to such female 
warrant officers. It now appears that 2 warrant officers, Dorothy E. 
Green and Thelma L. Alley, will attain the age of 60 before com- 
pleting 20 years of active duty and will be required to be separated 
under existing law without retirement benefits. One individual will 
attain the age of 60 on June 8, 1964, and would complete 20 years of 
active service on November 8, 1§ 164, 5 months later. The other will 
attain the age of 60 on December 7 7, 1962, and would complete 20 years 
of service on August 12, 1965, 8 months later.’ The proposed legisla- 
tion has been recommended for their relief in view of the fact that 
their cases were not known at the time the Warrant Officer Act was 
written. 

The costs cannot be accurately predicted since they involve future 
retirement costs, but they will be nominal. 

Last year the subeommittee unanimously reported a bill, H. R. 
10720, which would have accomplished the purposes of the proposed 
legislation. H. R. 10720 passed the House, but was not considered 
by the Senate. 

It is a unanimous report from the subcommittee. 

Mr. Brooks. The chairman moves the adoption of the report of the 
subcommittee. It seems to me it is an act of simple justice. Is there 
any discussion on it ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. If not, all in favor of approving the report of the sub- 
committee on H. R. 5186 will make it known by saying “aye.” All 
opposed. The bill is approved, 

Mr. Kilday, the next one. ; 

Mr. Kirtpay. The next one is H. R. 4144. The purpose of this bill 
is to authorize the commanding general of the militia of the District 
of Columbia to hold the rank of major general. 

Under existing law, the commanding general of the District of 
Columbia National Guard may only serve in that position with the 
rank of brigadier general. This law was enacted in 1889, and since 
that time the responsibility of the office has increased considerably. 
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. Among the 48 States and Territories, 47 States and the Territory of 
Hawaii and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico have an adjutant gen- 
eral who is a major general. 

The report from the Department of the Army recommended enact- 
ment of the proposed measure, with amendments. 

The Department of the Army recommended that the bill be amended 
so that the commanding general may be either a brigadier general or 
a major general in order that the rank of the comm: inding general 
would correspond with the federally recognized grade which that 
officer holds in the Army Reserve 

The Department of the Army expresse «1 concern lest an officer with 
the grade of brigadier general in the Reserve be appointed as the 
commanding general and thus have a rank in the District of Columbia 
National Guard which would be higher than his federally recognized 
grade. 

The Department of the Army also recommended that the act of 
June 6, 1900, be amended so as to eliminate the reference in that law 
to the words “brigadier-general commanding.” The subcommittee 
recommends adoption of these amendments. 

Mr. Brooxs. How much will that cost ? 

Mr. Kirpay. I have a little more to read of the report. 

If the proposal is enacted and if Federal recognition in the grade 
of major general is extended to the commanding general of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia National Guard, the proposed legislation would 
involve an additional annual, expense of $203, representing the differ- 
ence between the pay of a brigadier general and that of a major 
general for.48 armory drills and 15 days of active duty for training. 

There is no objection from the Bureau of the Budget. 

The report from the subcommittee is unanimous. 

Mr. Brooks. You have heard the report and the motion of Mr. 
Kilday that the bill be approved by the full committee. Is there any 
discussion on it? 

Mr. Bates. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Bates 

Mr. Bares. May I ask the chairman of the subcommittee: Didn’t 
we have an amendment on this? 

Mr. Kupay. There are several amendments that are suggested by 
the Department, so that he can be either a brigadier general or a major 
general, depending upon his federally recognized rank. There are, 
I believe, two committee amendments, is that right? 

Mr. BLanpForp. There are two basic amendments. 

Mr. Kitpay. They require more than two to do it. 

Mr. Buanprorp. Actually it is a rewrite of the bill for practical 
purposes. 

Mr. Brooks. What is the other amendment ? 

Mr. Bianprorp. Well, the first amendment is on page 1, delete all 
of lines 6 and 7 and substitute in lieu thereof the following: 


Amended by inserting after “brigadier general” the words “or major general.” 


And then add a new section 2, which would read: 





The act entitled “An act to authorize the detail of an officer of the retired list 
of the Army as an adjutant general of the District of Columbia Militia,” ap- 
proved June 6, 1900, District of Columbia Code, section 39205, is amended by 
striking out “brige adier general commanding” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“commanding general of.” 
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Mr. Brooks. Any objection to the two amendments of the *sub- 
committee? If not, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Bares. You change the title? 

Mr. BianpForp. The title can or cannot. I think we should amend 
the title also, which was not recommended by the Department. The 
title should probably be amended by inserting the words “brigadier 
general or” 

Mr. Kitpay. I so move, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooxs. You have heard the motion to amend the title. Is 
there aly objec tion to that? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Brooks. If not, the title is so amended. 

Now, any discussion regarding the bill? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooxs. [f not, are you ready for a vote? All in favor of 
H. R. 4144 as reported by the subcommittee with the amendments 
make it known a saying “aye.” All opposed. The bill is so 
reported. 

[ am sure the chairman of the full committee would want you to 
report it to the Congress and take up the amendments then, too. 

We now have a report of the Real Estate and Construction Sub- 
committee. That is Mr. Rivers, Mr. Mendel Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, the Real Estate and Construction Sub- 
committee met on March 28 and April 1 and again on yesterday, and 
was presided over on yesterday by the distinguished gentleman from 
Texas, Mr. Fisher. The other two meetings, I presided over. I will 
read the actions of those meetings first. 

Air Force Acquisition Project No. 374—Patrick Air Force Base, 
Fla.: This project is for the acquisition of 313 acres at an estimated 
cost of $614,500 as a site for the construction of 1,125 units of Cape- 
hart housing. The subcommittee considered this project on three 
separate occasions and, aided by a personal study made by Mr. Hardy, 
concluded that if housing is to be provided at Patrick Air Force B: ase, 
the Government had no alternative but to acquire the land which is 
the subject of this real-estate proposal. Inherent in this decision, 
of course, was the determination by the subcommittee that housing 
is actually and seriously needed at Patrick Air Force Base. It is an 
important installation and, as you know, the headquarters of the 
Joint Long Range Proving Ground. 

Air Force Acquisition Project No. 379—Camp Cooke Military Res- 
ervation, Calif.: This project contemplates the transfer from the 
Army to the Air Force of almost 64,000 acres of land. The prop- 
erty will be used as a training base for Air Force missile units. The 
Army interposes no objection to this transfer and the subcommittee 
feels that it is a worthy project. 

Air Force Acquisition Project-No. 380—McGhee-Tyson Airport, 
Tenn.: This is for 50 acres at a cost of $43,800. The land will be 
used for construction of 181 units of title VITI family housing and 
a supporting sewage treatment plant. 

Navy Acquisition Project No. 195—Naval Training Center, Great 
Lakes, Il.: This project contemplates the acquisition of 27 acres at a 
cost of $160,000 as a site for Capehart housing. This land is very 
expensive but it appears clear that no other land is available for 
these family units. Five hundred ninety housing units are to be 
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constructed on this 27 acres and an additional 90 acres now owned 
by the Government. Because of the restricted area involved, multiple 
dwellings will be constructed on the 27 acres. The Navy plans to put 
142 of these on this particular land. 

Civil Defense Acquisition Project No. 34: This project is to con- 
tinue the condemnation leasehold covering i National Rescue In- 
structors School, Olney, Md. The committee will remember that 
this property was known as the Longwood School for Boys on which 
a leasehold was acquired by condemnation in 1951. Since that time, 
the leasehold has been continued each year and this project covers 
fiscal year 1958. 

Already $304,000 has been spent on land for this installation, and 
it is the subcommittee’s recommendation that serious thought be 
given to the acquisition of the property in fee, assuming a long term 
continuing need by the Civil Defense Administration. 

Civil Defense Acquisition Project No. 36: This covers the leasing 
of underground warehouse space at Neosho, Mo. One hundred thirty 
thousand square feet will be leased at an annual rental of $91,000. 
This is 70 cents a foot. The space will be used for the storage of 
medical supplies and equipment for the central area of the United 
States. 

It will be recalled, Mr. Chairman, that the things which are needed 
for the civil defense have to be stored in areas free from humidity 
and various factors involved. That is the reason they are picking this 
location in Missouri, which is a cove and into which the committee went 
very fully and which we found eminently justified. 

Navy Disposal Project No. 50: This involves the Navy cold stor 
age plant, Miami, Fla. The project has been considered previously 
by the subcommittee and it has now been determined that the best in- 
terests of the Government will be served by disposing of this plant 
through the General Services Administration. The Navy has not 
used this facility since 19: and it is presently outleased. If the proj- 
ect is not disposed of, the Navy estimates that there will be an annual 
maintenance cost of about $10,000. 

Army Acquisition Project No. 260: This is for the continued leasing 
of space in the Boatmen’s Bank Building Annex, St. Louis, Mo., for 
use by the district engineer, Corps of Engineers. The space to be 
rented is 79,664 square feet and the annual rental is $239,000. GSA 
obtained this space for the Army in the first instance. 


CAPEHART HOUSING 





The subcommittee recommends the approval of 45 units of Capehart 
housing for the Army’s Fort Crowder Disciplinary Barracks, Mo.; 
42 units for the Navy’s Mine Defense Laboratory, Panama City, Fla.; 
510 units for the Harvey Point seaplane facility, North Carolina; and 
1 Air Force project of 70 units at Klamath Falls, Oreg. 

Mr. Chairman, I might point out that in connection with the 
housing projects th: at, consistent with your desires and the views of 
the subcommittee, Capehart housing is not being approved at. in- 
stallations where there is Wherry housing now unacquired, and will 
not be so approved until there has been substantial indication by the 
military departments that they can and will acquire Wherry housing. 
As I said before, the subcommittee met again yesterday, with the 
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distinguished gentleman from Texas, Mr. Fisher, presiding, and I will 
ask him to take over. 

Mr. Fisuer. May I ask that you proceed, please. 

Mr. Rivers. I will read it, then, and if there are any questions, you 
van ask Mr. Fisher. 

On yesterday the subcommittee met. The first of these, Air Force 
Wherry Acquisition Project No. 1, at Chanute, was considered. ‘This 
project contemplates the acquisition of 800 units of Wherry housing 
at Chanute Air Force Base, Ill. This project has had a rather un- 
usual history which I will not detail at this time. The subcommittee 
took extensive testimony on this project because of some rather 
peculiar elements which are involved in it. The conclusion which 
was arrived at unanimously was that the housing should be acquired, 
and that such acquisition would be in the best interests of the 
Government. 

The subcommittee, however, recommends that the approval be 
limited by the requirement that the quarters be public quarters—not 
rental quarters—and that no substantial or extensive improvements 
be made to them until the committee has had an opportunity to dis- 
cuss with the Department the whole matter of improving these Wherry 
houses. It is expected that this opportunity will present itself in 
hearings which will begin on Wednesday morning. Assistant Sec- 
retary of Defense Bryant and his people will brief the subcommittee 
on all aspects of housing starting at that time. So the subcommittee 
recommends approval of this project but recommends it only on the 
basis that the housing be designated as public quarters and that no 
substantial additions be made at this time. 

The subcommittee also considered an acquisition of a railroad 
right-of-way at Amarillo Air Force Base, Tex. Some doubt had 
been expressed as to whether the planned acquisition was consistent 
with the law. The conclusion of the subcorfimittee was that although 
it constituted what might be called a borderline case, all of the facts 
and circumstances warranted subcommittee approval. The property 
to be acquired in this instance is a right-of-way easement needed for 
the relocation of a railroad. ‘The cost will be $336,000, and the acqui- 
sition is made necessary by the increased production of B-52 bombers 
and their dispersal at bases throughout the United States, including 
Amarillo, Tex. 

The last project is Air Force Acquisition No. 372—Carswell Air 
Force Base, Tex. This project involves the acquisition of 35 acres 
of land at a cost of $164,550. Again, the authority here appeared 
to be insufficient for the acquisition contemplated. The subcom- 
mittee, however, agreed that the situation dictated that the property 
be acquired and recommends approval of the project. 

Mr. Chairman, I move approval of all the projects. 

Mr. Brooxs. You have heard the report, it is an industrious report, 
too, of the subcommittee, read by Mr. Rivers. Is there any discussion 
regarding any of the projects ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. If not, no discussion there, all in favor of the project 
involved make it known by saying “aye.” All opposed. The project 
is approved, Mr. Rivers, and you can take it to the chairman of the 
full committee. 
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Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, I would like to at this time—— 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes? 

Mr. Rivers. Urge any member of the committee who would like 
to get a whole bird’s-eye view of the entire housing picture, they are 

carried on by the Defense Department—if you do have time, you 
can come by to our committee meeting tomorrow, when we have Sec- 
retary Bryant who will make his first appearance and we have a lot 
of questions to ask him. If any member feels he has the time, we 
will be glad to have any one of you come at that time, at 9: 30. 

Mr. Brooks. I hope the members of the full committee can take 
advantage of that opportunity to sit with Mr. Rivers and his sub- 
committee. 

Now, the next thing on the program is a report regarding the 
National Guard facility in Ohio. Mr. Smart, who has that? 

Mr. Kewviener. I have that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooxs. You have that? 

Mr. Keviiener. Mr. Chairman, the committee has received a letter 
dated April 3, 1957, from Assist unt Secretary of Defense Bryant re- 
lating to the provision of National Guard facilities at Camp Perry, 
Ohio. 

This project is submitted in accordance with consultation provisions 
of the armories law. It contemplates the expenditure of $525,000 to 
provide barracks at Camp Perry for the large numbers of National 
Guard trainees who use this camp each year. 

Today these people are housed in 16 by 16 wood and tarpaper huts 
constructed in 1943 to house German and Italian prisoners of war. 

Normally, a project of this kind rests before the committee for 
30 days. But in view of the fact that the end of the fiscal year is 
approaching, it is suggested that prompter action may be in order. 

Mr. Brooks. Is there any discussion regarding the project ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, the project will be approved. 

Then No. 6, the last thing on the schedule, as I have it, is a report 
regarding the reer »graming of construction in Italy. You have that, 
too, Mr. Kelleher? 

Mr. KeELLEHER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee has received a letter dated April 2, 
1957, which requests authority to reprogram certain construction in 
Italy. 

The situation is simply this. The current Public Works Act gave 
authority for over $414 million worth of construction in Italy. One 
of the items was an Army airfield for small fixed-wing aircraft and 
helicopters. 

It had been planned to use an Italian field and thereby cut costs. 
Subsequently additional airplanes were assigned to the Army in that 
area. These additional planes made use of the Italian field impossible 
and it is now necessary for us to construct our own landing strip. 
The original total estimated cost was $220,000. Now with two of 
the items costing more than anticipated and with certain new items 
added because of the need for the new strip, the total cost is $398,000. 
This is an increase in cost of $178,000. 

The location involved is Camp Passalacqua near Verona. 
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Mr. Brooxs. You have heard the report regarding the reprogram- 
ing of construction in Italy. Anybody have any questions to ask 
Mr. Kelleher? 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, may I inquire? Verona is the head- 
quarters for this new kind of Army that we have there. That was 
the Army that was moved out of Austria and now has a new mission. 
As everybody knows, that is the headquarters for it. It is quite a 
hot outfit. Its mission I think is classified. There is quite a neces- 
sity for authorization. 

Mr. Brooxs. Any further questions or observations ? 

Mr. Gusser. Mr. Chairman, was any consideration given to in- 
creasing or spending further money on the Italian airfield to make 
it suitable ? 

Mr. Ketienrr. There was an attempt to do that. But when the 
Italians realized the number of planes which would go in there it 
became a question of air saturation, not ground facilities. They then 
asked us to go off on another area. 

Mr. Brooks. Any further questions ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. If not, all in favor of approving the report on the 
reprogram of construction in Italy make it known by saying “aye.” 
All opposed. The “ayes” have it, and the program is approved. 


Any further business to be taken up at. this meeting of the 
committee ? 


(No response. ) 
Mr. Brooks. if not—— 
Mr. Smart. Mr. Chairman, I hate to end a good meeting on a sour 


note, but Mrs. Angell is still receiving $5 for the committee fund from 
those members who have not yet paid. 


Mr. Brooxs. The committee will adjourn. 


(Whereupon, at 10:45 a. m., the committee adjourned subject to 
the call of the Chair. ) 


x 








